REMARKS 

Claims 1 and 4-7 are now pending in the application. Claims 1 and 3-7 stand 
rejected. The Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw the 
rejection in view of the amendments and remarks contained herein. 
Rejection Under 35 U-S,C, §103 

Claims 1 and 3-7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Alexander et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 4,755,128) in view of Cornils et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,824,722). This rejection Is respectfully traversed. 

In support, Applicant believes neither the *128 Patent to Alexander et al. alone or 
in combination with Cornils et al. teaches of a molding process wherein the product is 
ejected during the phase wherein the frame is in the lowered position when the springs 
are fully compressed as contemplated, taught, and disclosed by Applicants invention. 
Specifically, in the *128 patent the clamp 30 must be raised after the molding process in 
order to remove the molded product. Furthermore, the trim rings 78 of the *128 patent 
must also be elevated after the forming process in order for the product to be removed 
from the die. This varies significantly from Applicant's invention that teaches of the 
mold frame, which forms the lateral edges of the lining material, is slid down over the 
platform to a point wherein the platform surface extends higher than the upper plane of 
the frame, allowing the product to be ejected from the mold. This specific features is 
also unsupported by the prior art reference to Cornils et al. 

Furthermore, Applicant respectfully believes that the application for producing a 
superposed extrudate as taught by Cornils et al. is non-analogous art. In particular, the 
722 patent teaches of a forming tool which moves along the perimeter of an object and 
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fashions a pre-attached bead around the perimeter thereof, which would not be 
applicable to the present Invention of producing a brake lining. Applicant's invention is a 
stationary press through which products for processing are moved into and out. 
Cornilis, by design alone or in combination, could not produce a complete formed object 
in a single stamp, yielding formed edges of the lining in a single step. Applicant has 
amended the Claims to more particularly point out the features above the prior art and 
therefore believes these rejections have been overcome. Furthermore, Applicant has 
cancelled Claim 3 without prejudice, and since Claims 4-6 are dependent upon Claim 1 
and at least as limiting in subject matter, they too should be in condition for allowance. 
Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly 
traversed, accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicant therefore respectfully requests 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. It is 
believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action and the present application is in condition for allowance. Thus, prompt and 
favorable consideration of this amendment is respectfully requested. If the Examiner 
believes that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this application, the 
Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at (248) 641-1600. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Harness, Dickey & Pierce, P.L.C. 

P.O. Box 828, Bloomfield Hills, Ml 48303 

(248)641-1600 

JBM/ps 



Dated: 



March 6. 2006 
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